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from using right-of-way in cases where Ameritech owned the underlying property

outright rather than as an easement or license in property owned by a third party .

Similarly, the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission required Ameritech to grant

AT&T access to property owned by Ameritech for purposes of rights of way. Decision

of November 27, 1996, Cause No. 40S71-INT-Ol.

14. Certain other tenns are relevant to a full understanding of a new entrant•s

requirements, and an incumbent LEC's responsibilities, regarding nondiscriminatory to

network distribution structure. These included "attachments," "conduit, "and "make

ready work." "Attachments" are broadly defined to mean telecommunications

equipment and related facilities. They include items such as mechanical hardware,

grounding and transmission cable, and equipment boxes attached to a utility pole, placed

in conduit, innerduct, manholes and other similar structures, or, in some cases in riser

space or other above ground locations. Attachments may also involve usage of the

ground itself for burying cable or placing other structures on or in the right-of-way.

15. The tenn "conduit" refers to protected tubing or piping constructed of metal,

cement or plastic, which is used to house communications or electrical cables. While it

is usually below ground, it can be above ground (e.g. inside buildings) and may contain
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one or more inner ducts for the placement of cable. Conduit systems involve any

combination of reinforced passage or opening in, on, under or through the ground or a

structure capable of containing communications facilities, but not limited to: main

conduit and innerduct; laterals to poles and into buildings; building entrance ducts and

conduit; conduit or riser space in third party buildings, which are owned or controlled

by the incumbent telecommunications provider; conduit or ducts connecting central

office cable vaults and entrance facilities; as well as conduit connecting manholes.

Conduit systems are found within cities, under road and rail crossings, under rivers and

streams, and in other locations where repeated excavation for maintenance or

replacement of cable facilities is not desired or where added protection for the cables is

needed. It is important to note that in many areas underground telephone cables are

simply buried in trenches dug in the right of way itself and are not enclosed within

conduit or attached to poles. Thus access to conduit itself may not be of any value in

areas where the existing telephone distribution facilities consist of cable buried in the

right-of-way.

16. "Make ready work" is the work necessary to prepare, provision and where

necessary, modify pathway facilities to create additional capacity. Generally, this work

includes, but is not limited to, inspections, rodding, swabbing, placement and removal
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of innerduct and/or cable, rearrangement or transfer of existing facilities, and any other

changes or improvements required to accommodate the placement of the attaching

pany I S facilities. In the case of rights of way, it may include trenching and other work

to build new conduit, new manholes, controlled environment vaults and other facilities

to be used to house the new entrant's distribution facilities or in some cases, to simply

bury new underground cable.

17. The Commission cannot conclude that Ameritech has satisfied the Act IS

requirement that it make access to rights of way and other pathway facilities available

from previous practice. For the reasons I discuss below, only a review of Ameritech 's

actual performance in responding to requests for access to local facilities will reveal

whether Ameritech will satisfy the competitive checklist in this regard. In the past,

incumbent LECs such as Ameritech have traditionally shared access to each other's

pathway facilities when engaged in the provision of joint service (e.g., when

neighboring telephone companies provide extended area service), or in the provision of

public utility service, as when an electric company shares access to its poles with the

telephone company. Incumbent LECs have also occasionally granted access to their

distribution facilities to interexchange carriers operating in their serving territories. The
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mechanisms historically used for such limited access have little or no bearing on the

issue of the competitive checklist.

18. Now that implementation of reasonable and nondiscriminatory access to these

facilities by new local exchange carriers has become the subject of considerable

discussion during the transition from a monopoly to a competitive environment in the

local exchange, it is necessary to see what really happens on a day-to-day basis. The

practical impact of delays or disputes over the granting of access will, by their very

nature, have a tendency to impede the ability of new providers to enter the market.

Given Ameritech's narrow, and now rejected, view of the extent of its duties under the

federal Act and the efforts it has made to impose as many hurdles as possible to

effective use of its distribution facilities, it cannot be assumed that its promises of access

will become fact. Thus, until such time as the new entrants are actually able to use

existing Ameritech distribution facilities, including its rights-of-way, to deploy their

own networks, and new entrants are able to actually use those networks to provide

widespread competition to Ameritech, the effect of Ameritech's proposals governing

access will remain untested. In the absence of such "field testing,"Ameritech will not

be able to establish to the Commission that it has met the competitive checklist with

respect to this item.
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19. Under these circumstances, the Commission will not be able to determine if

Arneritech has satisfied the competitive checklist until it satisfied that Ameritech I s actual

performance measures up to the requirements of the law. Ameritech must demonstrate

that it is consistently responding to requests within the 45 days time period set by the

FCC rules. Ameritech must demonstrate that it is, on a regular and consistent basis,

actually taking all reasonable steps to make access available, including making

modifications to its poles, conduits, ducts and rights-of-way were necessary to create

additional capacity. Mere promises to create a process for handling access is

insufficient to demonstrate compliance. Rather, the "proof is in the pudding."

Ameritech must demonstrate that it is, in fact, granting access in a non-discriminatory

manner. The Commission will not be able to determine if there has been compliance

with the competitive checklist on this subject until it is able to see how the process

Ameritech is promising to implement works in practice. Only then will the Commission

be able to decide if the process does provide access in the manner required by law.

20. Ameriteeb's current contracts do not necessarily provide a new entrant with the

nondiscriminatory access to poles, ducts, conduits and rights of way that it will need to

establish even a foothold in the local exchange market, let alone become an effective
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competitor to an incumbent LEC such as Arneritech. As I discuss below, certain

contract provisions, such as undefined time frames for Arneritech to complete make

ready work, could easily impede the ability of new entrants to offer consumers an

efficient, high quality communications service alternative.

21. Ameritech I s control of distribution structures constitutes a potential barrier to

AT&T's entry into the local telecommunications market. As a traditional monopoly

provider of telecommunications services, Ameritech has been able to obtain access to

public and private corridors necessary for the construction of critical network facilities.

These have been accumulated over decades under a monopoly environment, and they

are an area of great advantage to Ameritech relative to new entrants. In fact, obtaining

separate routes comparable to those of incumbent local exchange carriers will in most

urban areas prove nearly impossible for new entrants. Consequently, effective,

facilities-based competition can be either encouraged or impeded depending upon the

quality of access obtained by new entrants to these essential facilities. If facilities-based

competition is to develop, distribution facilities that Ameritech established in a

monopoly environment must be shared equally by all providers of telecommunications

services. Although Ameritech claims it will make equal access available, the

interconnection agreement does not specify time frames for the performance of many of
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its duties. This failure to identify the time frames and "day-to-day" procedures

applicable to access requests is remarkable in light of the fact that Arneritech has been

under this statutory duty to provide access since the day the Act became law, over eight

months ago. Arneritech's delay in specifying the practical means for other carriers to

exercise their right to access and use Arneritech's distribution corridors and structures is

indicative of the delays AT&T has experienced in its dealings with Arneritech in this

area.

22. The effect of Ameritech I s control of poles, conduits and other distribution

facilities on the feasibility of deploying a local infrastructure is substantial and

pervasive. For example, in many areas Arneritech owns, controls~ maintains

riser-eable duct, which is the only means other carriers have of gaining access to

building tenants. The denial of access to these facilities (for example, by alleging

"insufficient capacity") can make it impossible to serve large blocks of customers except

through resale of Arneriteeh' s services. Similarly, in the case of multiple dwelling units

("MDUs") where one or more tenants may want service from a new entrant, Ameritech

can effectively deny access to those customers by refusing to provide space (both floor

and wall space) in Ameriteeh's telephone closet or equipment room located in that

building. In all such cases where Ameritech effectively controls access to customers

16
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through its control of the means of access, reasonable accommodations must be made to

allow new entrants to utilize Ameritech distribution facilities to connect the new

entrant's facilities to the customer. This will afford new entrants the opportunity to

offer competitive alternatives.

23. In addition to controlling physical access to these facilities, Ameritech also has

the ability to impede access through the imposition of unreasonable rates. Therefore, if

a new entrant is to build a competing network and using existing rights-of-way and

attachments to Ameritech's structures, Ameritech must be required to price access to

those structures at cost-based rates. The prices Ameritech proposes to charge are still

unclear (Interconnection Agreement, at § 16.18 "Ameritech's charges for Structure

provided hereunder shall be determined in compliance with the regulations to be

established by the FCC pursuant to Section 224 of the Act. "). It also appears that

Ameritech is claiming that it alone will determine the amount to be charged for the

"one-time administration fee" imposed on each carrier seeking access to Ameritech

structure, and for access to maps, the performance of make ready work and

modifications. AT&T believes that charges for all aspects of access, including access to

maps, drawings and engineering information, as well as all work necessary to make

capacity available, should be established by the FCC or state commissions. Ameritech
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should not be placed in a position where it, alone, will decide what to charge for any

portion of the access process since it has every reason in the world to seek to use such

rates for its own competitive advantage and not merely to recoup its costs.

24. In order to ensure that the prices charged are nondiscriminatory and cost based,

Ameritech should be required to supply cost data and information regarding imputation

sufficient to demonstrate that, as the federal Act requires, the price charged to itself,

and to any affiliates, is consistent with that charged to attaching parties. It is only

through such a safeguard that new local exchange market entrants could hope to

overcome the formidable obstacles that apply to them in obtaining access to pathway

facilities.

25. AT&T must have access to full and complete information regarding pathway

facilities to perform route planning for new telecommunication facilities. Route

planning requires that engineers design a route by piecing together, segment by

segment, available pathway segments owned and controlled by incumbent LEes such as

Ameritech, in order to create a pathway to place new facilities to connect carrier's

facilities and to connect to a customer. In order to accomplish this, engineers must have

access to as much information regarding available pathway facilities as possible in order
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to select the most efficient route from all of the available segment options. A lack of

access to full, reliable, accurate and timely information regarding pathway facilities will

act as an impediment to AT&T in its attempt to enter the local exchange

telecommunications market on a facilities basis.

26. The capital outlay associated with the deployment of new infrastructure to permit

facilities based competition in the local exchange is enormous. In order to justify

capital outlays of this magnitude from a business perspective, capital must be used in

the most efficient and cost effective manner possible. A poorly engineered route may

unnecessarily increase the mileage of cable used or complicate the method of

construction and, therefore, require excessive capital outlays to reach the same

customers that could have been reached by less expensive means.

27. Ameritech has historically refused to provide AT&T with access to facility route

maps or other information necessary to plan the most efficient and cost effective

network possible. Now Ameriteeh has agreed to provide maps which contain the

location of conduits and poles, but states it wilJ restrict information "beyond location

and capacity" (Affidavit of John Mayer, p. 29). To the contrary, all of the information

to which Ameritech's own route planners have access should be made equally available
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to new entrants. To the extent any truly proprietary information is involved,

commercially reasonable confidentiality agreements restricting the use of such

information to route planning and access-related uses can be adopted.

28. If Arneritech does not fully disclose complete information regarding existing

infrastructure to new entrants' engineers, new entrants will be unable to consider all

available route options. In AT&T's experience this has resulted in gaps in knowledge

and delays in the selection of facilities available to AT&T which impacted AT&T's

ability to plan its network in the most efficient and cost effective manner. Thus, a new

entrant may incur substantial additional costs in building its network that could be

avoided if its engineers and route planners have access to this additional information.

29. Under the federal rules, as I understand them, Arneritech is already under a duty

to respond to any request for access within 45 days. However, while Ameritech's

witness John Mayer references process steps Ameritech continues to develop in granting

access, he does not state when these processes will be developed and in place. Nor

does the interconnection agreement contain a list of process steps and time intervals

required to complete them. Therefore, if a new entrant makes a request for access

today, Arneritech has established no process to handle that request and respond within

20



MPSC CASE NO. U·III04
AFFIDAVIT OF WILLIAM G. LESTER

the 45 day time limit established by 47 CFR §1.403(b). Given the 45 day time limit

established by the FCC to undertake all investigations necessary to determine whether to

deny access, there is no legitimate reason not to provide maps and similar information

regarding the availability, capacity and condition of conduit or pole attachments within

five (5) business days after a request is made for that type of information. However,

Ameritech does not state how long it will take before responding to a request for maps.

Likewise, in order to meet the 45 day time limit for all responses, it would be

reasonable for Ameritech to provide within ten (10) business days of an inquiry, for a

physical examination of the conduit, manholes, poles and all attachments. Such an

inspection is necessary to determine if there are safety or engineering issues or whether

capacity must be expanded by modification to make access available and the

examination at this stage gives sufficient time to explore all options for increasing

capacity should that be necessary to make access available. During and after this

period, Ameritech should be required to allow the requesting party's personnel to enter

and inspect manholes or pole structures in order to confirm usability or assess the

condition of the structure and to determine whether capacity can be expanded if

necessary.
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30. The purpose of having defined process steps with established deadlines in place

now, and not offered to be established at some future date is to insure that Ameritech 's

"promises" that it "will" implement a process do not remain just that, unfulfilled

promises. Indeed, Ameritech proposes to have no deadlines for make ready work,

stating instead that it will negotiate individual due dates on make ready jobs. (Affidavit

of John Mayer, p. 32). Furthermore, unless the process steps for access are defined in

specific terms approved by the Commission, Ameritech can unilaterally modify the

process whenever it wishes, irrespective of the effect any such modifications to the

process it ultimately may establish have on new entrants. AT&T's own experience with

Ameritech is illustrative of what happens when Ameritech has no deadlines, but is free

to define all the rules and change them at will.

31. AT&T has been dealing with Ameritech for many years in connection with long

distance and has also been involved in requesting access in connection with its ongoing

effort to build a local network in Illinois. In one situation, AT&T asked Ameritech for

access to a specific section of conduit. AT&T was told that this segment of conduit was

available and was given a price for the "make ready" costs. AT&T gave the go ahead

to do the "make ready" work and paid the amount quoted by Ameritech in advance.

AT&T was then given an available date for that section of conduit. However, a short
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time prior to the available date, Ameritech told AT&T that the section could not be

made ready and was unavailable. As a result, AT&T was forced to re-initiate the

process of securing alternative facilities for that segment of the route, at a significant

time and cost penalty to AT&T.

32. In another instance, in connection with AT&T's efforts to build a fiber optic

backbone ring in Illinois, AT&T has seen many instances where Ameritech's promised

performance has not been anywhere near its actual performance. In certain areas,

AT&T has sought access to Arneritech's facilities for portions of the project. Despite

the fact that Ameritech has agreed to make access available, and has agreed to specific

dates to finish the make ready work for identified segments of the project, Arneritech

has been repeatedly late in delivering the facilities to AT&T. A delay of three or four

months has not been uncommon and longer delays have occurred in some cases. The

delays have impacted AT&T's ability to coordinate other aspects of the work necessary

to build its facilities. Given Arneritech's performance in cases where it has agreed to

meet a specific deadline, Arneritech's bare promise that it will make access available is

not credible in the absence of existing process steps, standards to judge Ameritech's

performance, and actual measurement of Arneritech's performance and should not serve

as evidence that Arneritech has met a requirement of the competitive checklist.
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33. A final example, which illustrates an issue which could severely hamper a new

entrant's ability to serve its customer, concerns the costs which Ameritech has sought to

impose for access and use of distribution facilities. In certain instances, AT&T has

applied for conduit and been given a "make ready" cost for a primary route. However,

the cost was so high that it approached the costs of new construction. Thus, it would

appear that Ameritech may have used the route selection process to attempt to

reconstruct (at AT&T's expense) distribution facilities that Ameritech had allowed to

fall into disrepair. Thus, the criteria by which Ameritech determines the amount of

"make ready" work necessary and the costing methodology used in determining price

quotes may be used by Ameritech to impose unnecessary costs on new entrants or to

pass Arneritech's own maintenance and repair costs on to the new entrants under the

guise of make ready work.

34. The Interconnection Agreement reserves to Ameritech the right to consider

requests for interconnection of AT&T I S attachments on Ameritech I 5 structure with

attachments of other attaching parties on a case-by-case basis (§ 16.20.2). Depending

on whether Ameritech exercises its discretion in a nondiscriminatory manner, this

contractual term could be implemented in a manner that frustrates competition. Only
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experience will demonstrate to the Commission whether Ameritech is providing access

in the manner required by law.
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foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.
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RAC). Tbe ILEC. with iDput &om ATAt, IIIId wockiic widl the swiscb veador cmmajry.
caD me.. IDd I or apIDd swiu:D~ U IIlIC "J to DIp pICe wD evot..q8lustry
requiJ6M'D'

I LCC~a-CalII)ia"'L.-BSSe""•. '.," .....ar A?' it,
N , ....LiIIt·, 'i ~pnMdI.LCC"."MI~.,.. ..
................. e',

2AT&T" p .... , .• a-MD.2ft) ..,p :lIwi'''SF . r ar..
U-U- s.wd~C """,,,jIM Lac:aI s.w:a Pi 1M....., CIaiID C arDiI)'Pen..
111"".
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The AT"T Openeor $eMce (e·I.• O+'inU'ILATA toU and local ca11s. and 0-) and DirtC1ol")'
ApiJuDce (e.•.• ~11 or 555·1212 or NPA·SSS·1212 (IJ'IIrI1.ATA» are seplrate lemca
which It. iDd.p.ad'Dt of each other. Althouah this repon addrwes the technical feasibility
of selective rouUna for both Operator Serwice and Dinaory AssiSllnU. the resuatory bodies
Wi rule independently on each service. If a solution is found to be unsatisfaaory for one of
the services. but can suppon the other service in a satisfactory manner. ATaT requesu the
nu,ibUiry to saect tbe optiOD best suited for one of the se:Mccs. and to seek an alterNte
solution for the second service. Resuwory leadership. by requirina selective routin&, will
motivate the industry to move towards competitive choice and equal ac:.cas of loc.aJ ~et
Once we let stilted. the indumy and m&rlcet economics wiD drive I robust solution.

1. DEFINING AT"T SELEcnvI ROUTING NEEDS

AT&tT requested the n..EC to sellCliYe!y route the ATAT cutoID.n' Opentor Seniee
caDs (e.". customer dials ()+ for imraLATA toO and local caDs, and ~ to reach an opera1or)
from the end of6ce to I tru.nIc Jl'oup to be routed to the ATclT Point ofPraence.

ATa.T also requested the n..£C to se!~ route the ATAT cutolaen' DinctOI')'

Assiluau c.a.III (e.I.• customer dials ~ 11) &om the end oftice to I lCkiiJit number (e.•.•
900-lCCX-XXXX) specmeci by AT&T. This would r-..Jt ill the Dircory .....sjdance call
complctin. It 1ft AT"T Directory Asaistance wort cau... Customm would not be billed for
I 900-number call but for Directory AsIistance service. Tbe 9OO-faunber is solely \&lid for
nenvort routina purpo_ and sboWd DOt be o!ired to local custOmers U I valid number to
dial for Dinc:tory Assisunce.

]. GUlDE TO TIlE DOCUMENT

The remainder of this doc:wnent presenu three technic=aJ solutions which are ahematives for
impJementina selective routina of Operator Service t2"IJlk. with expansion 10 indude
Directory .~siaanc:e tn.tBc.

Sectioa ~ - Line Qua Code

SecDon' - A.dYInced~Nenroct
Sec:lioft 6 - Advuced Service Iaaer&c:e (ASl) Praxy

u. a- c.de SoI.doII \ala IDd 0&1 raudaa .:l.ni1ueI to Wr chi HIri....:.oa of
ATar. local Open&or Senic:e ud Din=ry .A...... caDs. It requires repIia&tiaa IDd
CUIIOmiziIIa IIlICUld cdce U. CIlIa Code • RIte e-.. lad ulOdared raWDa
trIftIIationI. It iI.~ that iI CIIITtIIdy awiIabIe ill diIii.. rMt.cb typeI to ••=iwly
rouII the 0pInI.ar s.vioe c:aDI to tbe ATclT Poial of" • IDOl
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AdvlDCed IAteDileat Necwork (AIN') Solatiol is. nerwork architecture to provide I

means (or the n.EC to o!'er advanced feaNra and ~ca to CUSlomen. AIN is 1J\0ther

polential aecas method that can be used for seJeaive routina of local Operator Semu and
Directory Msistanee traffic: to the AT&T Point o( Presence. AlN criller prov1sionlnl in the
switch is required in conjunction with sisnalinl coMecUvity to routina applic:ation lolie f d.aa
pladonn such u Serviu Conuol Point (SCP). The SCP contains the service 1013c
instructions for routinl of Operator Scrviu and Directory Assistance c:&IJs The key 10

implementation oClhe service logic: is lhe provisioNn, in the n.EC S\lfitc:h of the AIN triget's

Advuc.ed Senic. IAterf'ICI (ASn Prozy Solutioa enables the local Directory AssiNnu
e&l1s to be connected to an n.EC or other scvic.e provider IntdlilCIU PeriphenJ (IP) whose
appUeatioD software would daennine the appropriate caD treatment and instruct the n.EC end
omu how to route and handle the calL

For ada of tbe tbree loludolll, there is a brief'description of the tedlaol.", caD fto,", and
SUIDIDat)' evaJUltiODJ i.nc1udina ATAr••dmlt. of iacremeataJ resource implCl1,

where appropri&1e.

~. LINE CLASS .CODE SOLlmON

~.1 TedlaicaJ , ...ibilk)' ordae Uae au. Code Soh.do.

~.1.1 Overview

The Uae Oaa Code Solatioa u.ses end ot&ce routina teebniqu. to alter the destination of
ATAT's local Operator Senice and Dinclory AailWlCC. It requires reptie:atina and
CUSlomizinl seJeaed otlce Line C1ua CGde • JWe c.un IDd woc:ilted routina
tran.sJarions. It is. c:apability thal is aurentty availabJe in di&rent switch types to selectively
route the Operator 5erviu ca11s to the ATAT Point olPrne:rx:e.

To diniapilla tbe ATAT customer IiZ* and to Mlecdvely nail their Operuor SeMce
U'I1Bc &0 IDe AT&T Perial o(PrIJ~ il it ....."'Y for the ILEC 1.0 pnMIioD ... of new
d .... oflG'Yice utiped to ATI:T (.... , Liae Qua Code· JIll c... (LCC-RAC) Car
the SESS8. OrIn Cohmm' b tbI lA ESP, &lid LiDe Alriulet

(....) Cor dae OMS­
100). ar _ equivaItaI .... fer otbIr ... otIk:e twiIcb IypII 1IIId...-a. ATAT
CU.OIIIW .. willa IimiJIr IIIribuIII IDd CIIpIbiJicieI ..~ wida the LCC.
om. LCCa .., be ..., to 1CCCl"!"'»dat' ATAT <:1II.0IIIIn willa ollme
IIIribuIII and capIbiIiti_ Tbe .. LCCa ... Mli:Nd in IICb ILIC oSee rwicdl with
AT&T CUIIOJIW" tIr'IniDI1iOlW., IDd~ LCCs repnr...... altbe lLEC's OWD"
ofLCCaIDd _ weu.... inc::raIe ill tile LCCI far the tad oSee. TIia 1OIutioIl..-y also be
umited to Iddrea the Mleeaw routina oClocaI DirIClory Ani·.nee calli.

1 Olin 0aI=a • dill w iaa.. fII tar ~ lAJIrI.
'liMIar iINanIi'.. . • tar ..dill LCC-lAC cu-C. CodI·..e:- Area) IIId
........1....dID tar.,..niI:IaLW _ fJI...
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If LeC implementation is sdected by the !LEC u the mans to route Opcn.tor Ser-.;ee and
Directory Assisunce calls to the AT"T net'WOrt for n..EC Resold Servica or Unbundled
Networlc Element., AT&T's requirement is a set of t.ine Clus Codes wtuc.h represenu •
subset of the a..EC's own set oC LCCs. This would result in an ilcremtataJ iacrust in
demands for the LCCs for the end office.

The purpose for duplicatinl the LCe (e.,., duplication o( IFR. for cwnple). is the avail&ble
switch-based mech&nism for implementinl the c.apability to distinguish AT"T customer lines
and to route AT"T Opcra1or Service or Directory Assistance tnftie to the AT"T Point of
Presence (or the specific serv;ce type (e.,., IFR) CWTenUy o!'end by the n..EC. Usina this
switch-based solution, the 1FR. serv;ce type is duplicated u is, except for the need to specify
a di6erent rouUn, for the Opcruor Service or Directory A.uiNnce (0+. 0., 411). to the
ATaT Point oCPresence. and is usiped a new name (An. tor example). The duplicaDon of
the LCC is not a new or Serene service; it is used for the provisionina ofAT&iT JocaIlCrVic:e
customers to idcntifJ the AT&T c:ustomer and for selecdve routifta of Operuor Semce and
Directory AssistanCe caUs in a Total Service 1laa1. or Unbundled Nerwork Element
environment. ATAT customers will be provisioned by the ILEC with the AFJl service type
instad of the IFR service type thal identifies IllILEC local service ~omer.

In the foUowin. subsea:ioDS, I nritc.b..pedtIC description oC the tecJaaoaov, caD flows, and
resource cODJumptio1l &IIesslDeat are provided for the S£SS~. lA ESS"'. and OMS-IOO
end oflices.

•.1.2 5ESM lad Oft1ce

•• 1.1.1 SeJedi¥e Roatiq or AT"T Operator Serrice or DiI'IlCIOI'7 Alliltaau Cd

When customcn swiu:b to ATaT, their tifte is provisioned with 1ft AT&T Lee-RAC. Tbe
AT"T LeC-RAe is eqWvI1em to the ILEC LeC-RAC Cor the same d&u oC..w:e. For local
()+ caUs, a unique Route Index is provided to route via I dediated ATAT OSPS-EIS
(Extended IDband Sipalina) wnk IfOUP (with Modified Operator Sc'vice FG-C Jipalina)J
to I specified AT&iT Poial of Presence. For 0<aIls, I unique Route Index is provided to
route via III AT&1T OSPS-EIS trW\k IfOUP (with Modified ()pe.ruor s.w:e FG-C sipaJina)
to the AT&T'. oCPrumce. 11Ie 0+ aid ().. trifle can be routed via the IIIDI UUDt If'OUP
u is \lied todIy b raur:iDI the AT&T imlrLATA C>t- IDd 00- 1:rdc 10 .. ATAT,. of
Pre I ence, if' die trunk paup.... If the Opnlor s.w:e tntac iI r'OUIId via • ac:cea
tMdem. it auIl be rauted tom the ILEC ...0" to the KeelS tIDda m. Yia adedicated
U'\mt JI'OUP widl Mocti:6ed Open&« s.Mce FGC sil"'linI to the AT&T Paa or", vee.
For tbe Ioc:aI DincIory Anjaance (DA) --. it is .....,. to law the .11 vnber
COIMfted to. 9OO-tI=ber aDd rouse the caD OWl' Dinc:t FaD tNnb to .. ATAT Poial of
PrTJencL TIle aoo-AT&T &net tenninatiDa II me tad 0" are DOt d'ected.

••1.1.2 PrmIioaiaI u ATAT Liae au. Code

I JtdIr 1D ....I..SSCa • m IIliIadaIe QIt-6fO.CQU. ... 2.~ 1'", T... ,..'0,.­
Sfnice Sipitje,lar AC CallI.
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For the SESSS, the Line Clua Code (LCC) • Rate Center (RAC) solution usa rouuna
techniques to identify the destination of 0-. e>+;ntr'ILATA toU and locaL and loc.aJ DA tra!ic
The technique requires some replication of the n..£C·s LCC·RACs and screenina for ATkT
A Line Clw Code (lCC) is defined as a genenc: template (switch vendor documenution TO·
5. ON 3, SEC. 35. May, 1996). Sued on information provided by switch vendor
documenwion. the maximum assignable number or Line Class Coda is 60C0'. It is a list of
parameters (pointers) that can specify unique routing treatment (for I·) diliu, 7 diliu, or 10
digits dialed by a user of the line), line ch&r'1aeriStics combinations to support service
offerinp to customers 11 the end omu, blodcinl parameters, rate c.enter designation. sc:reen.
and chatle indexes. The Lee template defin. the line characteristics and routinl or blockinl
tre.azment and is usianed to I customer's line dwinl the QlStomer proYisionina process. The
same LeC template is used for aU c:u.uomen that have the same line c:h&racteristica and
rouUna or blocJcina treatment. Provisionma o( the LeC is pan or the normal swndt
processina for the customer's telephone ~ce; the swiu:h loob ror the variables wMin the
LCC (or code execution durina call proc:essina.
Each LCC is woOlted with I Smeninl Code (SC) and I OJ. Analysis Selector (DAS).
The OAS wiJl reference the sune Loc&I Dip Interpreter Table (LOIT) and Primaty Digit
I1ua'Preur Table (pOm used by the exisrinl lines in the swiech. The R.ae and R.oute
saecnin&. keyed by the line's SC and the LOIT I POIT code indet. will provide roWnl data
for the caD.

To specify the destination o( an ALEC's (Altenwe Local Echanp Carri.'.) 0-.
0+imraLATAtoO I locaL and special serWe:s (e.... .11) ca1IJ. the (oOowina replicaDons and
CUSlomizuions are required: seJecled Line C1ua Codes • Rate Caan ("".1), Dip Analysis
Selecton (!)AS • \'9.1, (or rouUnl .. ll cal1J only), Screeninl Codes; and sc:r-una (be and
Iloule • via. 10), and Code CDnvenion ('19.• for 411 only).'

".1.1.3 Soap'e Operator Scnice Cd Flows

Assume AT&T CUllomII' is provisioned with the AT.T Line C1w Code and Route tnd~

The foUowiq are the standard switch c:aJl tlOWI.

0- Cal:

(5.2·5 an AIDc:dons cumndy performed by the ILEC oriainaDnIloc:aJ rMu:h.)

1. ATAT a&II.. dials 0-.

2. ATAT LiDI Call Code is c:Mc:ked. (CUJtomer wu pnwiIioDId wiIh tbia LCC wticb
Welf;'" III ATAT~.)

3. AppopriIIe JCnmina is ped'onned.

... PIdanD diP IIIIIyU and icum C4de Inda

5. Per!anD llleind RDute ICIWIJina and .cine Iloute IJIdIx baed 011 ATAT implic:a:ioa
ill Lee (Illp 2).

' .. III I..- !Ill" 4Mina US0600-UO, JESS.· 2000 SwiIdt r,."..O-~. JaI1, ."',
... JtC-LCC.....,M'"ia....a ~ M·. TG-J .....fled tab.........0aII ViIwL


